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Remarks 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the claims remaining in this 
application, as amended above. 

Claim Objections 

The Examiner objected to claims 1 and 9 because of certain noted informalities. 
Applicants have amended claims 1 and 9 to incorporate the Examiner's helpful suggestions. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Claim 9 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite. Claim 9 has been amended to clearly recite the elements that comprise the reduced 
radius hem and recite structural language that specifies what the invention comprises. 
Applicants intend to claim the inner and outer panels as elements of the claimed combination. 
It is respectfully submitted that claim 9, as amended, is sufficiently definite to particularly 
point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicants regard as the invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 1, 2, 4-6 and 9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Morefield (USPN 6,536,983). Claims 1 and 9 have been amended above in 
response to the objections to the claims raised by the Examiner and also have been amended 
to specifically define what is meant by the term "panel. " Specifically, inner and outer panels 
are stated to each have inner and outer surfaces on opposite parallel sides that are spaced apart 
by the thickness of the panel. It is respectfully submitted that this further definition of the term 
"panel" as used in the claims more particularly points out and distinctly claims Applicants' 
assembly. 

Referring to claim 1, the Examiner's rejection states that Morefield discloses 
a reduced radius hem assembly. However, the Morefield patent is directed to a crimp joint for 
pressure containing gas and fluid distribution systems. In the amendments to the claims, both 
the inner panel and outer panel are now stated to have an inner surface and an outer surface 
on opposite parallel sides that are spaced apart by the thickness of the panel. In the rejection, 
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the Examiner indicates that he understands an inner panel to be "a panel defined by a distinct 
part of a surface or member. " In contrast, Applicants' claims are directed to a reduced radius 
hem assembly for joining an inner panel and an outer panel together. It is respectfully 
submitted that the Examiner's tortured reading of the Morefield reference fails to support his 
position that claims 1-2, 4-6 and 9 are anticipated by the Morefield patent. By focusing on, 
magnifying, and fragmenting a discrete feature depicted in the Morefield patent, the Examiner 
distorts Morefield, severing that feature from its context in an effort to construe the bonnet 12 
of the Morefield patent as an inner panel. However, the bonnet is not a panel at all, but is part 
of a gas regulator for an LP gas system. 

The Examiner supports his position with an annotated drawing that is a 
magnified fragmentary portion of Figure 6 of the Morefield patent. Set forth below is a side- 
by-side comparison of Figure 6 from the Morefield patent and the annotated drawing that the 
Examiner uses to reject the Applicants' claims. 
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The Examiner's magnification distorts the disclosure of the Morefield patent by 
taking a small feature (a bead) and blowing it up until it looks like the upper surface of a panel. 
In actuality, Morefield does not even disclose a paneL Moreover, the Morefield patent fails 
to disclose each and every limitation of the claimed invention and, therefore, cannot constitute 
anticipation of the claimed invention. 

Referring to the Examiner's drawing, above, the Examiner identifies the portion 
of the bead annotated with the letter "A" as corresponding to the inner surface of claim 1 and 
the portion of the bead annotated with the letter "C" as corresponding to the beveled surface 
of claim 1 . This argument falls apart once it is recognized that the bead that the Examiner 
magnified is merely a protrusion from the actual upper surface 84 (Morefield patent, Fig. 6). 
Upper surface 84 is different from, but analogous to the inner surface 18 of the claimed 
invention. The Examiner ignores this surface because it does not define the parallel surface 
relative to the outer surface 42 in the Morefield patent. Rather, surface 84 is inclined at an 
angle A as shown in the unedited view of Figure 6 from the Morefield patent (above). 
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The Morefield patent also fails to anticipate the beveled surface required by 
claim 1 — "A beveled surface located between and contiguous with the end and inner surface, 
the beveled surface being disposed inboard of the intersection of the first and second planes . " 
To support the rejection based on anticipation, the Examiner relies on a curved portion of 
Figure 6 (identified with the reference letter C in the Examiner's drawing). The Examiner's 
construction fails because there is no beveled surface disposed inboard of the intersection of 
the first and second planes. A "bevel" is defined as "the angle that one surface or line makes 
with another when they are not at right angles." Webster's Third New International 
Dictionary (1986). There is no support for the Examiner's theory that the curved surface 
disclosed in Morefield is a beveled surface. 

Furthermore, even if a curved surface could be a beveled surface, the 
Examiner's drawing fails to disclose a "first plane" that is generally perpendicular to a second 
plane. The first plane defined in the patent claim is the plane in which the end of the inner 
panel is located and the second plane is defined as the inner surface of the inner panel that is 
generally perpendicular to the end. In the Morefield patent, the inner surface, identified by 
the Examiner as the uppermost portion of the curve C, does not level off to a flat plane. 
Therefore, the "inner surface" is not lying in a second plane that is generally perpendicular to 
the end surface. 

The Examiner improperly relies on a single curved surface to meet three 
separate claim elements to three planar surfaces: an inner surface A; an end B disposed in a 
first plane; and a beveled surface C that is located between and contiguous with end B and 
inner surface A. It is not reasonable to construe a curved surface as anticipating three planar 
surfaces. 

Claim 1 also requires that the beveled surface be "located between and 
contiguous with the end and the inner surface." As shown in Figure 6 of the Morefield 
reference, the bead 82 (which the Examiner incorrectly identifies as the beveled surface of 
Applicants' claim 1) is not located between and contiguous with the end 44 and the upper 
surface 84. Rather, it protrudes above, and is not contiguous with surface 84. 

Claim 1 also requires that the beveled surface be "disposed inboard of the 
intersection of first and second planes." In the Morefield patent, the bead 82 (incorrectly 



-9- 



S/N: 10/707,126 

Reply to Office Action of October 20, 2006 



AttyDktNo. 81091282/FMC1661PUS 



relied on by the Examiner to serve as the beveled surface) is disposed outboard, not inboard, 
of the intersection of inner surface 84 and end 44. 

In view of the foregoing, the Morefield patent does not anticipate Applicants' 

invention as claimed in claim 1 . 

In addition to all the reasons why independent claim 1 is not anticipated by the 
Morefield patent, claim 2 is not anticipated by the Morefield patent for the following reasons. 
Claim 2 specifies that the thickness of the inner panel is greater than the thickness of the outer 
panel. The Examiner states that, as shown in the Morefield patent, the thickness of the inner 
panel 12 (at flange 22) is greater than the thickness of the outer panel 14. The Examiner's 
remarks on this pipe fitting reference are inapposite because, while claim 2 specifies the 
relative thickness of two "panels," the Morefield patent discloses a non-analogous structure 
that is divided into arbitrary sections to support his flawed anticipation argument. Claim 2 is 
not anticipated by the Morefield patent because the Morefield patent has nothing to do with 
either an inner or an outer panel. The bonnet 12 and body 14 of the gas regulator 10 disclosed 
in Morefield cannot be construed to be panels of different thickness as required by claim 2. 

In addition to all the reasons why independent claim 1 is not anticipated by the 
Morefield patent, claim 4 is not anticipated by the Morefield patent for the following reasons. 
Claim 4 is directed to a reduced radius hem assembly having a perimeter flange of the inner 
panel that is provided with a beveled surface that extends across a portion of the perimeter 
flange. The Examiner's anticipation position relies upon flawed reasoning that Morefield 
discloses a hem assembly and refers to the central portion of a bead 82 that is a radiused bead. 
The Morefield patent does not disclose a distinct beveled surface as claimed in claim 4 and as 
shown at reference numeral 22 in the drawings of the application. It is respectfully submitted 
that the beveled surface C indicated by the Examiner is not a beveled surface at all, but is a 
radiused bead that utterly fails to anticipate Applicants' claimed invention. 

Claim 5 is directed to a hem assembly that includes areas that define cut lines 
and wherein the beveled surface is provided in the areas defining cut lines. This limitation is 
supported by the specification at paragraph 26 which states: 

The invention may be practiced on all or only a portion of a hem 
assembly 10. For example, a door may have straight hem areas 
that are simple to form and cut lines or curved areas that are 
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difficult to form. The beveled surface 22 may be formed on the 
perimeter flange 18 of the inner panel 12 only where the difficult 
to form cut lines and curved surfaces exist to eliminate hemming 
problems. The beveled surface 22 could also be formed in 
straight hem areas to improve overall craftsmanship of the body 
panel. 

The Examiner's comment on claim 5 is based upon an inherency argument 
wherein the Examiner states that inner and outer panels 12, 14 (that are actually the bonnet 12 
and body 14 of the gas regulator 10) are cut from larger sheets of material. The Examiner's 
construction of the Morefield patent is simply incorrect. The Morefield patent itself states, at 
column 4, lines 15-17: 

The bonnet 12 and the body 14 are die cast from a low ductility 
zinc alloy. 

(Emphasis added.) 

The bonnet and body are not cut from larger sheets of material, they are expressly stated to be 
die cast. There is no disclosure in Morefield of a beveled surface that is provided in the areas 
defining cut lines. As such, claim 5 is not anticipated by the Morefield patent. 

In addition to all the reasons why independent claim 1 is not anticipated by the 
Morefield patent, claim 6 is not anticipated by the Morefield patent for the following reasons. 
Claim 6 depends from claim 4 that states that the beveled surface is provided on the inner panel 
and further specifies that the beveled surface is provided in the areas defining surface 
curvature. To reject claim 6, the Examiner simply states that Morefield discloses a hem 
assembly wherein the hem assembly includes areas that define surface curvature and wherein 
the beveled surface is provided in areas defining surface curvature. The crimp joint 20 
between the bonnet 12 and body 14 of the Morefield patent does not include an area that 
defines surface curvature. As seen in Figure 1 of the Morefield patent, the crimp joint is in 
a single plane that does not define surface curvature in areas where the beveled surface is 
provided. 
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Claim 9 is directed to an inner sheet formed panel that is hemmed by an outer 
panel. Claim 9 has been amended to more distinctly claim the panels as stated above. The 
inner panel has a peripheral flange having a nominal thickness. The peripheral flange 
comprises an end that has a height that is less than the nominal thickness of the flange. The 
flange has an inboard surface that is perpendicular to the end and a beveled surface that is 
located between and contiguous with both the end surface and the inboard surface. The 
beveled surface is disposed in a plane that is recessed relative to the end and inboard surface. 
Claim 9 further states that the outer panel has a peripheral edge that includes an intermediate 
portion that is received by the beveled surface. Claim 9 is not anticipated by the Morefield 
patent for all of the reasons set forth above concerning claim 1 . 

In addition, the Examiner's position with regard to claim 9 being anticipated 
rests on the bonnet 12 of the Morefield patent being an inner panel — it is not. The inner 
panel, as claimed, has a peripheral flange having a nominal thickness. The Morefield patent 
discloses a flange that does not have a nominal thickness, but is tapered as shown by the 
surface 84 and indicated by phantom lines in Figure 6 of the Morefield patent. 

The Examiner again relies upon his division of bead 82 of the Morefield patent 
into a peripheral flange that comprises an end B, an inboard surface A and is perpendicular to 
the end and a beveled surface C located between the end and inboard surfaces. Fairly read, 
the Morefield patent merely discloses a simple radiused bead 82 and does not correspond to 
the tortured reading required by the Examiner's analysis that breaks the bead 82 into an end, 
an inboard surface and a beveled surface. The Morefield patent does not disclose a beveled 
surface at reference letter C, let alone one that is recessed relative to an end and an inner 
surface as specified in claim 9 . 

The Morefield patent does not even come close to anticipating claim 9 and the 

Examiner's rejection should be reversed. 

Claim 3 Rejection - 35 U.S.C. 8 103(a) 

Turning now to the Examiner's rejection of claim 3 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), 

claim 3 is directed to an inner panel that is comprised of magnesium composite material. To 

reject claim 3, the Examiner proposes a combination of Morefield and Hobbs et al. for Hobbs' 
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disclosure of a sheet metal panel made up of a magnesium composite material. The Hobbs 
patent discloses a slat structure for a trailer that discloses aluminum alloy slats that have .05% 
to 1 .2 % by weight magnesium. The Hobbs patent does not otherwise supplement or teach or 
suggest Applicants' invention when combined with the Morefield patent as distinguished 
above. The Hobbs reference relates to an improved trailer slat for a livestock trailer, while 
the Morefield patent relates to a crimp joint 20 for a gas regulator 10 of an LP gas system. 
These patents do not concern analogous art, nor do they suggest or teach combining them with 
one another as suggested by the Examiner. 



Applicants have amended the claims of this application to incorporate the 



suggestions of the Examiner as to objections to certain claim language as being indefinite. The 
claims have also been amended to better define the structure that is referred to as a "panel." 
The Examiner is requested to telephone Applicants' attorney if it would advance the 
prosecution of this case. Applicants have by this amendment attempted to place this case in 
condition for allowance. The Examiner is respectfully requested to pass this case to issue. 



Date: January 22, 2007 

BROOKS KUSHMAN P.C. 

1000 Town Center, 22nd Floor 
Southfield, MI 48075-1238 
Phone: 248-358-4400 
Fax: 248-358-3351 



Respectfully submitted, 
CRAIG MILLER, et al. 




Reg. No. 29,805 

Attorney/ Agent for Applicant 
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